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The article discusses the abuse of procedural rights in Polish and European civil procedure law and the notion of private and public interest. The issue of abuse of procedural rights is a category of applying the law. At the current stage of development there is no simple transposition of the issue of legal interest on the institution of abuse of procedural right; undeniably, the lack of current and real interest, with the assumption of fulfillment of other prerequisites, may be contemplated in categories of abuse of right by the court under ius dicere. In the Polish law it is not sufficient to analyse this phenomenon solely in the sphere of procedural locus standi and there shall be the interest in taking a specific step. There also shall be the awareness of the party taking the step as to its inadmissibility and intention to harm the other party, as e.g. in case of fictitious actions. In the European area it is additionally necessary to create methodology and general approach to abuse of right in European civil proceedings and finding compromising approach towards understanding of the notion of the interest in Roman and Germanic law systems. Because application and development of the law due to lack of procedural fairness and good faith is rather difficult to verify and to define, the advantage of adopting admissibility of a separate international institution of abuse of procedural right would lie in the possibility of applying a universal approach towards abuse of procedural right in all member states. Thiswould mean that

INTRODUCTION
The issue of abuse of procedural rights is a category of applying the law.
1 In this way it is naturally connected with judicial power, as the notion, in fact, is created by it. Judicial power is authoritarian ius dicere, namely the power to announce what law applies in a given case in contrast to dare. 2 The notion of procedural abuse of rights undoubtedly was created as a result of court practice, which resulted in the necessity to correct the procedural steps of the parties and participants in the proceedings within the frames of public civil procedure application of the principle of the rule of law on the basis of such principles as good faith, morality, honesty, justice, security and stability. It is based on assumption that despite formally correct application of law the objective goal of the legal norm is not reached. This is why it is necessary to introduce a specific measure aiming at implementation of basic procedural standards and principles, also with respect to European civil procedural law according to the agreed standard. The said is connected with the existence of a certain conflict in the frames of law application. The application within the frames of judicial power of the correcting mechanism in the form of abuse of rights should reduce the tension between strict law observance (lex), and the goal and spirit of the statute (ius). 3 Such application occurs within the frames of ius dicere. The natural sphere to analyse the principle prohibiting the abuse of rights involves private law, however, the prohibition of abuse of rights is also discussed in the area of national civil proceedings, in particular, in the scope of Polish civil procedure as well as European civil procedure law. Lack of statutory definitions requires a detailed description of this phenomenon. Undoubtedly, what is a crucial and necessary element is the determination that the procedural 'tools' were used contrary to the purpose they were created for. In practice it refers to procedural steps of the parties and participants which are in fact permitted, at the level of procedural norms -neutral, but from the perspective of the goal of the proceedings and protection standards, they must be perceived negatively as hampering the course of the proceedings.
It can be said that the concept of abuse to a significant extent is based on the assumption of abuse of procedural rights claiming at the same time that there is necessity of observing the principles of fair and loyal proceedings both by the court and the parties, which constitutes in the procedural area the transposition of the substantive concept of bona fide. There are also opinions sanctioning the abuse in the categories of public service of the administration of justice fulfilling a servient role with respect to implementation of the individual rights of the Europeans. 4 The said is connected with two concepts appearing in the legal comparative perspective. 5 The first one -used mostly inter alia in Belgium, 6 Holland, 7 Luxembourg, France 8 or Italy 9 -is based on the existence of individual rights of citizens reflected also in certain procedural rights such as e.g. the right to initiate action, to defence, to lodge an appeal, to enforce the court decision. The implementation of such rights is not unlimited, though. Its freedom ends where the abuse starts. The abuse of procedural rights during procedural steps most often takes place where procedural rights are implemented in an incorrect and grossly defective way. The abuse of procedural rights is implied exclusively by non-standard and defective at the same time exercise of a procedural right, connected with the failure to understand its gist. 10 The second, broader approach -existing mainly in Germany or 11 Spain 12 -is not based on individual rights of people but on the obligation to take procedural steps honestly with the obligation to conduct the proceedings in a loyal and honest way. 13 Pursuant to this concept all the parties to civil proceedings active in the proceedings are obliged to take all procedural steps in accordance with the principle of loyalty and good faith as in the lack of those two elements it is not justice.
14 The obligation to proceed in an honest and loyal way creates a specific right to prevent serious and detrimental deviation from commonly accepted procedural norms. 15 The obligation of fair proceedings is imposed not only on the petitioner or the defendant but clearly on the adjudicating body. All (both the parties and the court) are obliged to act in good faith, and generally to respect fair and honest proceedings. Both concepts to a smaller or greater degree are a reference point for the analysis of abuse of procedural rights in both European and national area.
In the literature it is underlined that from the legal comparative perspective we are approaching the day when the abuse of procedural rights can be discussed with the use of common language. 16 The broadest notion in the analyzed scope involves the abuse of civil procedural right which includes both the abuse of the right to the proceedings and the abuse by taking procedural steps during the proceedings. The abuse of right to civil proceedings means the abuse of right to be given legal protection by the court in civil proceedings. The abuse may be committed by the petitioner and then it includes the abuse of the right of action in European civil proceedings as well as by the defendant and then it includes the abuse of the right of defence in European civil procedural law.
The abuse of the right to initiate action in the civil procedural law takes place e.g. in a situation where the petitioner starts the action being aware that he lacks interest. It takes place especially when the action is started without any legal or factual grounds and the allegation of abuse is completely groundless, the action is started exclusively to obtain advice from court (without any other reason) or a fictitious action is started.
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With respect to abuse of right to initiate action other situations include the initiation of the action with the breach of res iudicata principle, while the others -to settle the case despite the lapse of limitation period. 18 Those comments may to a smaller or greater degree refer to abuse of the right of defence. In particular, completely unjustified or clearly groundless defence may be deemed abuse of procedural rights. The abuse of the right of defence may consist in starting defence in an obvious way without factual or legal conditions required by the law.
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Each evaluation should depend on a specific case and should be made within the frames of judicial ius dicere. 20 From the subjective point of view this evaluation depends ad casu on the intention of the person taking the procedural step. This definitional element creates an obvious problem in creating general definition of the abuse of civil procedural right. The abuse should result from a fraud or such gross misconduct (error) that could be deemed equivalent to a fraud. The subjective feature of the abuse in civil procedural law should include the fact that an ordinary mistake or negligence is not enough to create an abuse.
In the individual aspect in the European procedural civil law we may distinguish adversarial abuse, i.e. made by one party to the other party and adjudicatory abuse i.e. made by the court to the parties. 21 The concept of abuse of rights by the court is of symbolic significance, as the possibility of committing an abuse by the court is scarce. In this situation the notion of abuse of powers is undoubtedly more apt.
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LEGAL INTEREST AND ABUSE OF CIVIL PROCEDURAL RIGHTS
As a consequence, one of the fundamental questions asked as a result of discussion about the abuse of right in the Polish and European civil proceedings is as follows: is the existence of the legal interest in gaining legal protection important in the abuse of procedural rights? 23 The answer to this question is connected with the adopted concept of the legal interest. It should be underlined that in this scope there are various opinions in various legal orders. For example, in France there is a general principle saying that having legal interest is a prerequisite for demanding legal protection in court (in accordance with the established maxim pas d 'interet, pas d'action) . 24 The interest as the general prerequisite for seeking court protections is indicated in s. 31 of the French CPC, whereby the provision says that is should be legitimate. Wherefore, in the light of the fact that the notion of legitimate interest in the context of legitimacy of the enforced claim raises various doubts, it is postulated that instead of using the word legitimate we should use the notion of legal interest.
25 The interest must be individual and valid, it is the prerequisite for admissibility and belongs to the substantive prerequisites for settling the case. Wherefore, the prerequisite for the interest does not refer to situations in which prosecutor operates, which results from the fact that the prosecutor does not act in the private interest (to which the requirement refers) but in the public interest. Similarly in Italy in S. 100 of Codice di procedura civile -Italian CPC, the interest becomes a prerequisite for admissibility of action. Analogously, the prerequisite for the interest does not refer to situations in which prosecutor operates, which results from the fact that the prosecutor does not act in the private interest (to which the requirement refers to) but in the public interest.
26 In Germany there is no provision which would deem legal interest as a prerequisite for admissibility of action. In Germany the view prevails that the need for legal protection is a general prerequisite for admissibility of action in a case (Rechtsschutzbedürfnis). This prerequisite does not refer to bodies acting in the public interest (administrative bodies or prosecutor).
27
Analogously in Austria there is a notion of general interest in gaining legal protection (Rechtsschutzinteresse), defined also according to the German model as the need for legal protection (Rechtsschutzbedürfnis), where legitimization (an abstract notion) is distinguished from the person having a specific right.
28 This analysis shows that the interest is deemed a prerequisite for granting legal protection in the aspect of initiating action or lodging an appellate measure. 22 see Normand (n 5) 242. 23
As in: Ereciński (n 1) P. The Polish literature lacks deep connection of the issue of legal interest with the abuse of law. The comments appearing in the literature are of auxiliary and enigmatic nature. In the literature the initiation of an action without legitimate legal interest is deemed abuse of procedural rights. 29 It is indicated that this results from the fact that application of a legal procedural norm which in theory is correct but is not proper, just and fair. 30 Simultaneously, an opposing viewpoint is presented indicating that the view is wrong, firstly due to the fact that the civil procedure code is undeniably constructed to combat any abuses of procedural right, however the admissibility of prevention of effectiveness of procedural steps of the parties may take place only in the way defined in procedural provisions and the procedure law does not offer an obvious remedy for filing a clearly groundless petition (application) or filing it for a different purpose than obtaining legal protection. 31 Secondly, the construction of ignoring the petitions (applications) initiating the fictitious action contradicts clearly the primate principle of administration of justice in the form of the right of recourse to court.
32
This view does not deserve being taken into consideration.
The suggested concept assumes the necessity of existence of a real and valid interest in the objective and subjective aspect with respect to essential procedural steps. The judicial power is entrusted in the context of existence of the interest with the evaluation of adequacy of a specific procedural step taken with respect to its purpose, taking into account both objective and subjective criteria. If it is determined that the specific procedural step deviates from its purpose and has cumulatively a negative impact on the sphere of other entities, then it is an abuse of procedural rights. The abuse may be detrimental not only to the parties and participants (private interest, good faith, morality, honesty, justice) but also to the administration of justice (security and stability). 33 The criteria of abuse of procedural rights assume within the judicial power the subjective evaluation (specific degree of guilt) and objective evaluation (comparing with the model in the form of reasonable behaviour). 
ABUSE OF RIGHT IN THE POLISH CIVIL PROCEDURE
The discussion about the abuse of right has been pending since the beginning of 20th century. In the Polish civil procedure science K. Piasecki wrote in the 60s of the 20th 29 K Piasecki, 'Nadużywanie praw procesowych przez strony ' (1960) century about the procedural steps of the parties taken contrary to the principles of social coexistence. 35 The first attempts of incorporating into Civil Procedure Code the point of reference for the construction of abuse of procedural rights were made in 1955. In s. 8 of the bill of Civil Procedure Code of the Republic of Poland it was provided that 'procedural steps shall be taken by the participants according to the principles of social coexistence ' . 36 In the next bill dated 1960 the idea of linking procedural steps with the principle of social coexistence was resumed, changing slightly the wording of S. 4 as follows: 'procedural steps taken by the parties to and participants in the proceedings shall not contradict the principles of social coexistence' . 37 The breach of this prohibition was sanctioned by the obligation to pay the court fees. Another Bill of the Civil Procedure Code which was passed did not contain the obligation of compliance of procedural steps with the principles of social coexistence (S. 3 § 1 CPC), only the sanction of reimbursing the court fees was left if the party was guilty of unconscientious or clearly unreasonable conduct (S. 103 CPC). As a consequence, it is assumed that by 2012, namely till the change of S. 3 CPC became effective 38 -the prohibition of abuse of procedural rights was derived from the general principles of law. 39 The literature shows that this status quo led to the situation that the judges had no effective and operative tools enabling adequate reaction to such a situation, which was not changed by S. 103 of CPC. 40 The only conclusive inference which was derived from the said situation was that the abuse of process may take place only within the frames of the process, within the public and legal procedural relation between the petitioner -defendant and the court, so in general terms upon instituting the proceedings and ending upon its termination. 41 In this legal status before 2012 the courts had referred to abuse of procedural rights rather prudently. For example, in the judgment of 16 July 2009 42 the Supreme Court, examining the validity of rejecting the motion of the party for adjournment of a trial stated that such a motion may constitute abuse of procedural rights if it insults the opposing party. Subsequently, the Supreme Court in the order of 20 November2009 43 refusing to adopt a resolution, claimed that the civil process ensures protection of the person only under specific social principles; consequently, public resources cannot be used for unnecessary purposes and abuse of rights. The interest of a person which pursuant to common view is so minor that does not justify involvement of the court shall not be protected. In the appeal the value of claim amounted to 4,71 zł. This amount is grossly small and the real costs of proceedings to be borne by the society -high. In such circumstances involving the Supreme Court in settling the said legal issue would be a misunderstanding. This decision is crucial not only from the point of view of abuse of procedural rights but also in the context of linking the institution of abuse of procedural rights to the existence of the interest. It can indirectly be derived from the decision that lack of real and valid interest may mean that the undertaken procedural step abusing the procedural rights may not lead to intended legal effects.
In the context of the abuse of procedural right in the court proceedings the order of the Supreme Court -Civil Chamber of 26 July 1978 44 is quoted, in which it was asserted that the request for recognition of the foreign divorce judgment by the spouse who was intentionally misrepresenting to the other spouse the purpose and legal effects of such a divorce encouraged the latter to stop defending the interests of the minor children of the parties in the divorce proceedings and to have no objections to adjudication of the divorce would contradict the principles of social coexistence in the People's Republic of Poland. The request for making the foreign judgment, awarded in such circumstances, effective in Poland should be deemed an abuse by the spouse demanding the recognition, of the right held by such a spouse (S. 5 of the CC) so on this basis the request for recognition would be rejected.
An indirect reference to the construction of the abuse of procedural rights was made also by the Supreme Court in the order of 30 July 1965 45 with respect to the division of the amount obtained through enforcement claiming that if strict observance of the division system under S. 1026(1) of the CPC with respect to maintenance is to be applied, then it would lead to such a situation that the monthly amount resulting from the division would not satisfy the basic needs of some creditors, and it would cover the needs of the other ones four times -then the demand for such a type of division, being grossly in conflict with the justified interest of one or a few creditors and simultaneously inconsistent with the principles of social coexistence in People's Republic of Poland, could not be legally protected. One cannot distinguish between the current and outstanding maintenance favouring the current one.
The change in this scope took place together with the amendment to s. 3 CPC which since 3 May 2012 has had the following wording: 'The parties to and participants in the proceedings shall carry out the procedural steps in accordance with good practice, provide explanations as to the facts of the case truthfully and without concealing anything and file evidence' . The applicable construction introduces a reference point for the mechanism of abuse of procedural rights. 46 It can be said that since 3 May 2012 47 the postulate of fair process addressed to the parties has received the normative status. Currently in S. 3 CPC the obligation of fair process was formulated as the obligation of the parties to and participants in the proceedings to take procedural steps pursuant to good practice, which includes also non-abuse of procedural rights. This obligation defined in the literature as 'the procedural burden' was not linked to any general sanction however; if the party fails to meet it, the party may expect an unfavourable result of the proceedings, as the court may take into account such a situation when taking the procedural decisions. In this context we should quote the first and so far the longest opinion of the Supreme Court in the context of abuse of rights, i.e. resolution of 11 December2013, 48 referring to the right of the parties to demand adjournment of a trial under S. 214 § 1 of the CPC which, in certain circumstances, may be abused by the parties. In this context the Supreme Court claimed that the absence of the party caused by long-term sickness does not justify adjournment of a trial if in the facts of the case the motion for adjournment of a trial constitutes the abuse of procedural rights. In this context the Supreme Court attempted to contemplate the nature of the abuse of procedural rights in a wider way. In the opinion of the Supreme Court the autonomic construction of the abuse of rights under procedural law pursuant to S. 3 of CPC is still valid. Although the prohibition of abusing procedural rights has not so far been given the normative status, this construction is contemporarily in the legal science commonly accepted as the applicable principle of the procedural law and it is derived from the principle of fair process, the obligation of fair actions (consistent with good practice) of the participants in the proceedings and the purpose (essence) of the proceedings which in fact involves the real protection of individual rights resulting from the substantive law. This principle may be applied in the situation in which certain right is included in the procedural norm but using it serves a difference purpose than obtaining the protection of individual rights and the effect of exercising this right would contradict the procedural purpose of the provision and economy of the procedure. The prohibition of abusing procedural rights enables prevention of using the right contrary to the function of the provisions and may be significant for interpretation and application of procedural provisions by the court. The principle prohibiting the abuse of the procedural rights, formulated before the amendment to s. 3 CPC finds solid basis in it, as the clause of good practice included in the provision leads to imposing on the parties of the obligation of fair use of the rights they enjoy and refraining from abusing them. It has a significant impact also due to the reason that the Act does not provide for any general sanction applied in case of abuse of procedural rights and there are only individual special regulations which may be regarded as introducing a type of sanction (e.g. s. 103 § 1, 213 § 2, 531 first sentence of CPC). As a consequence, the prohibition of abusing procedural rights should be regarded, next to the principle of effectiveness and equality of rights of the parties, as a crucial element of the fair process. The court may and should counteract procedural steps taken by the party hampering the course of the proceedings and at the same time depriving the opponent of the possibility of obtaining effective protection. Correct application of this rule requires its consistency with procedural guarantees and respect for the right of recourse to court. Because of this the court may recognize that the exercise by a party of the procedural right constitutes an abuse of procedural rights only after scrupulous evaluation of the facts of the case, fully justifying the assertion that the action of the party is guided by unfair intention -different from the one provided for and accepted by the act -in particular the intention to hamper or prolong the proceedings. Taking into account the objective yardstick, the comparison of the purpose of the procedural right with the adequacy of using it in a specific way will be a useful criterion for the assessment. Summing up, the Supreme Court, expressing the essence of the abuse, assumed that the action contradicting good practice may consist in the fact that the steps provided for by the law and formally admissible are used contrary to the function of the provision, in a way not meeting the real purpose of the granted right and infringing the 48 Case file No. III CZP 78/13 OSNC 2014 No. 9, item 87, p 29 right of the other party to be granted effective legal protection. It can be claimed that also in this case the Supreme Court indirectly referred to the necessity of existence of the interest in taking a procedural step, assuming that lack of this interest is perceived as abuse if the steps provided for by the law and formally admissible are used contrary to the function of the provision and in a way not meeting the real purpose of the granted right.
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In the context of abuse of procedural rights contemplations included also the situations of submitting by the parties of multiple motions for disqualifying the judge. In particular, in the order dated 16 June 2016 50 the Supreme Court asserted that multiple submission by the party of the motions for disqualification of the judge, based on the same general accusations, not possible to be verified and clearly destroying the dignity of the court, is classed as abuse of procedural rights. The court confirmed its previous stance that the prohibition of abusing procedural rights derived from the principle of fair and honest trial, the obligation of fair action of the participants in the proceedings compliant with good practice and the purpose (essence) of the civil proceedings enables prevention of using certain procedural right in a way which contradicts the function of the provisions and may be significant for the interpretation and application of the procedural provisions by the court and may translate into specific procedural decisions. In turn taking by the party the steps provided for in the Act and formally permissible, which however in the facts of a specific case are used contrary to the function of the provision, in the way not meeting the real purpose of the granted right and breaching the right of the other party to be granted effective legal protection contradicts good practice.
51
Recently in the judgment of 27 July2018, V CSK 384/17 the Supreme Court found that the submission of a motion for calling for an attempt to conclude a settlement in certain situations may lead to the abuse of procedural right. The situation when the creditor submits a motion for calling for the attempt to conclude a settlement not with the purpose of meeting the claim by way of settlement but only to cause an interruption in the limitation period, is not analogous with the situation in which the creditor sues the debtor for payment of the receivable in circumstances in which using this receivable constitutes the abuse of individual right (S. 5 CC). Submission of the motion for calling for an attempt to conclude a settlement only to cause an interruption in the limitation period and not with the purpose of meeting the claim by way of settlement constitutes a case of improper use of the procedural right, where the effect, though desirable, is used in an unfair way and is of substantive nature. Taking a court action for payment in the circumstances where the use of the receivable constitutes the abuse of individual right serves the purpose of enforcing the claim. The usage of individual right (demand for payment) is subject to disqualification then, and whether simultaneously the procedural right to take court action is improperly used, is not important. Improper use of the procedural right to submit a motion for calling for an attempt to conclude the settlement, involving the submission of this motion to court only to obtain interruption in the limitation period and not -at least as well -in order to meet the claim by way of settlement should be regarded as the procedural step contradicting good practice (S. 3 CPC) and, in particular, a subcategory of such a step,i.e. procedural step which leads to the abuse of the right to take such a step. 52 A creditor who submits a motion for calling for an attempt to conclude the settlement, not to enforce his claim by way of settlement, but only to prolong the period of its appealability through causing an interruption in the limitation period contradicts good practice in the procedural meaning and acts against and abuses the procedural right. The conflict of the motion for calling for an attempt to conclude the settlement with good practice (S. 3 CPC) which takes place if the creditor abuses the right to submit it to the court, disqualifies this step and must result in inadmissibility of reconciliation procedure on this basis. Otherwise the court would not only authorize the abuse of procedural right allowing for reconciliation proceedings, but also would permit the situation where the dishonest purpose of the abuse is reached in the form of an interruption in the limitation period. In this situation there is no on the part of the creditor -abusing the procedural right to submit a motion calling for an attempt to conclude the settlement -legal interest worth protecting, as the interest in using the procedural right only for a purpose different than its intended use provided for by the legislator does not deserve protection.
To sum up, the abuse of procedural right is treated by the case law and literature as a separate institution. The evaluation in this aspect is effected within the frames of the judicial power by the court. According to the Supreme Court a useful criterion involves a comparison -taking into account an objective yardstick -of the purpose of a given procedural right with the adequacy of its use in a specific way, combined with scrupulous evaluation of the facts of the case. 1 is scheduled to be incorporated in the CPC, worded as follows:
'S. 4 1 . The right provided for in the procedural provisions held by the parties to and participants in the proceedings cannot be used contrary to the purpose for which it was established (abuse of procedural right)' . In case the bill of the amendment to the CPC in the wording of 27 November 2017 becomes effective, also the consequences of the abuse of procedural right will be formalized. A new provision worded as follows is included in the bill of the amending Act: 'S. 226 2 . After the court discovers the abuse by the party of the procedural right, the court may in the decision ending the proceedings: 1) impose a fine on the abuser; 2) irrespective of the result of the case, increase the costs of the proceedings to be paid by the abuser or even impose on the abuser the obligation to reimburse all the costs, proportionately to the delay in settling the case caused by the abuse;
3) at the request of the opposing party: a) oblige the abuser to pay the costs of the proceedings increased by a proper amount reflecting the amount of work done by the opposing party to participate in the 52 Compare the resolution of the Supreme Court of 11 December 2013, III CZP 78/13, OSNC 2014, no. 9, item 87, the order of the Supreme Court of 16 June 2016 , V CSK 649/15, OSNC 2017 See. Ereciński (n 1) 14.
proceedings resulting from the abuse, however not higher than twice the amount of the costs; b) oblige the abuser to pay the interest due on the said amount in the rate increased proportionally to the delay in settling the case caused by the abuse, however not higher than twice the amount' .
In effect, some consequences of the abuse of procedural right may burden the party as a result of submitting the motion by the opposing party and some may result from the independent action of the court.
ABUSE OF RIGHT IN THE EUROPEAN CIVIL PROCEDURE
Searching for the construction of the abuse of right in European procedural law requires a reference to abuse of right in European law in general. It seems to have been determined that in European law the principle of prohibition of abuse is of general nature, which is a natural feature of general principles of European law. 54 It constitutes a general obligation to act in good faith and conduct fair process together with their limiting function. 55 As a consequence, it has general application and requires the national courts to requalify the measures constituting the abuse of right or its circumvention in accordance with the reality, even in lack of national provisions transposing this principle. 56 It constitutes authentic and autonomous source of EU law having constitutional status and being equivalent to treaties. They have significant impact on functioning and operation of the European Union as they fill the gaps and ensure flexibility of the law. 57 Introduction of this principle in practice means balancing the situation between the legislator and the judiciary to the benefit of the latter and expansion of the role of judicial power. Within the judicial power the courts are given a real tool as institutions acting for the purpose of real protection of rights resulting from the EU law. Determination of the abuse leads to failure to apply relevant norm of the EU law. 58 Refusal to grant the law or the benefit resulting from the EU law does not require special legal basis and takes place only because of the determination that in case of a fraud or abuse of right in reality the objective prerequisites required for gaining a desirable benefit are not met.
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This principle means that all the abusing behaviour is prohibited so the legal entities cannot invoke the EU law norms for purposes constituting the abuse or their circumvention.
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In other words, they cannot fraudulently or abusively invoke or instrumentally use the EU provisions of the law. 61 It is the national court which decides whether the abuse took place in accordance with the evidenciary rules provided for in the national regulations as long as it doesn't hamper the effectiveness of EU law. The national court in the main proceedings verifies whether the essential criteria are met with respect to existence of the abuse within the frames of 'abuse test' . 62 The national court should in accordance with the test verify both the objective and the subjective element. 63 If necessary, through awarding the judgment in the preliminary ruling procedure the CJEU may set guidelines helping the national court in the interpretation effected by it.
64 .
The European civil procedure law does not contain any definition of the concept of abuse of the European civil procedure right. What is more, there are no general and overall norms which would create a general obligation of a fair and just process, binding the parties and their attorneys and preventing clearly incorrect or fraudulent actions of one party aimed at paralysing or undermining the defence of the other party. 65 Anticipating further solutions, on the one hand, it should be indicated that there is no decision of CJEU which could clearly introduce a general principle of abuse of European right in civil procedure, 66 general principles, 67 not to mention the creation by litigators of own definition which would refer to the prohibition of abuse of the right in this context. 68 On the other hand, due to the principle of certainty and mutual trust or due to the necessity of avoiding parallel proceedings 69 and conflicting settlements and also the necessity of uniform application of European law the CJ many times spoke about the abuse of the European civil procedure right in a context.
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Discussion on the abuse of the European civil procedure right requires a new look at the principle of procedural and organizational autonomy. 71 The procedural law and the court law connected therewith are unquestionably attributed to the public law, so, as a principle, its application is dominated by national legislation and national interpretation. This assumption formed the basis for procedural and organizational autonomy principle 72 based on Rewe/Comet doctrine. 73 In lack of EU law, the implementation of the legal norms adopted by the European legal system is entrusted, as a principle, to the judiciary of the Member States with the application of procedures established in particular states as long as particular Member States are obliged to guarantee effective standards of protection existing in EU law. 74 Originally the limits of assuming the competences were set by: equivalence principle and effectiveness principle and the primacy principle and direct application of EU law principle connected therewith.
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A special role is fulfilled in this aspect both by CJEU and the national courts which within the judicial power perform the function of the guarantor of full effectiveness of EU law, balancing the obligation of determination by Member States of procedural rules and organization of courts.
76 Even today CJEU, overcoming the rule of procedural autonomy in civil procedure created already some minimal standards with respect In his opinion the spokesman clearly indicated: 'In that regard, it should be noted, however, that such efforts constituting forum shopping are easiest to deploy in systems in which priority is automatically given to the connecting factor of the lex fori, however disguised. Where, conversely, the rules of private international law or the case-law, or both, adopt connecting factors which better correspond to the nature and characteristics of the relationship, and to the expectations of the parties who originally created it and 'devised it' , the possibilities of biased or even abusive use of procedural and private international law, as a whole, are also reduced. In any event, it will be incumbent upon the court seised to ensure that any abuse is thwarted' . should also mention the last judgment in the case of Vinyls Italia SpA v. Mediterranea di Navigazione SpA. 84 Specific statements of CJEU in the context of the prohibition of abuse of procedural right in broadly defined European civil procedure refer to various matters, in particular with respect to the abuse of the right to start an action or the right of defence in European civil procedural law (e.g. filing a ficticious action, if and when the action for compensation may be deemed a procedural abuse, incorrect use of pleadings), or obtaining jurisdiction under false pretenses typical of the European procedural law, in particular malus forum shopping and the so-called torpedo actions. 
ABUSE OF THE RIGHT TO FILE AN ACTION AND THE RIGHT OF DEFENCE IN EUROPEAN PROCEDURAL RIGHT
In European civil procedural law in the objective aspect we may distinguish abuse of right to file an action from abuse of particular procedural measures within the procedural steps taken during the process. 86 The literature indicates that some situations of filing an action may be treated as abuse of procedural right. 87 In particular, authors give fictitious action as an example
88
. It is also indicated that the actions for compensation may be treated as inadmissible due to abuse of procedural right if inappropriately used in place of action for annulment, in particular, if the action was filed to avoid the consequences of the lapse of time provided for lodging the appeal concerning annulment. 89 In the judgment dated 23 November
2004, T-166/98, Cantina sociale di Dolianova Soc. coop rl et al. v. Commission of the European Communities,
90 the CJ found that the filed complaint about the compensation in fact aimed at repealing the individual decision addressed to the entities lodging the complaint, which was final and binding, as a result of which it would have the same subject matter and the same effect as the complaint about annulment -as a consequence it could be deemed a procedural abuse. 91 The abuse of the right to initiate action in the European civil procedural law takes place e.g. in a situation where the petitioner starts the action being aware that he lacks legal interest. With respect to abuse of right to initiate action other situations include the initiation of the action with the breach of res iudicata principle, while the other -to settle the case despite the lapse of limitation period. 92 The action filed only with the purpose of bullying, threatening or insulting the opposing party is also considered to be abuse. In this case usually repetitive litigation 93 is mentioned as an example. The petitioner filing subsequent actions against the same defendant in the same case assumes that at least one of them is likely to end in a favourable decision for him. Within the defence undertaken, the abuse of right may consist also in instigation of the action by the entity which in the parallel action instigated earlier functions as the defendent (so-called reactive litigation) . 94 In particular, it can happen in the situation where the petitioner knows that the claim lodged against him is well-founded and despite this files an action aiming at determination of lack of grounds for holding him liable, relying on the fact that multiplicity of actions may contribute to making a mistake by the opponent and reducing his chances to lose in the first action. This can be illustrated with the example when instigation of a parallel action is only of demonstrative nature and aims at putting psychological pressure meaning that the opponent will not give up without fight, which in certain situations may be a motivation for concluding a settlement. 95 The doctrine assumes that there are situations in which the parties may inappropriately use documents to which they gained access during the court proceedings and such behaviour may be deemed abuse of procedural right.
96 Hence CJEU's case law confirms that offering access to pleadings by the party to third parties in a situation where such documents were not delivered for the purpose of defending the interests of this party may constitute procedural abuse. 97 other than conducting his own action, e.g. to provoke certain social reactions, triggering public criticism through obtaining the documents within disclosure or exerting influence on the party through public opinion and with this intention he delivers the documents to third parties, then it may be treated as abuse of right. Such an abuse of process may be sanctioned e.g. by decision on costs. In the judgment concerning Vinyls Italia SpA 100 CJ found that Art. 13 of regulation no. 1346/2000 can be efficiently invoked in a situation where the parties to the contract who are based in the same Member Country in whose territory all the other essential elements of a given situation are located, indicated the governing law concerning the contract of another Member Country on condition that they did not choose the governing law in a fraudulent or abusive way, which is to be established by the referring court. On the basis of the same insolvency law CJ clearly referred to the concept of abuse of right and transferred the general rule prohibiting the abuse of right to the jurisdictional norm. In particular the CJ reminded in this context that according to its established case law defendants cannot invoke EU law norms in a way constituting a fraud or abuse. 101 It also referred to a general abuse test indicating that in this context the established case law suggests that determination of existence of the practice constituting an abuse requires meeting the objective and subjective factors. Firstly, as for the objective factor, for the determination it is necessary that the overall objective circumstances would indicate that despite formal observance of conditions provided for in EU regulations the purpose intended to be met by the regulations was not met. Secondly, such a determination requires also a subjective factor, namely that the overall objective circumstances would indicate that the main purpose of the step is to gain unlawful benefit. Prohibition of the practice constituting the abuse is groundless if certain transactions may be justified in another way than only benefit gaining.
102 CJ held also that for the purpose of establishing the existence of the second factor connected with the intention of the parties we may inter alia take into account purely artificial nature of the transactions. It is the referring court which has to examine, according to evidential rules provided for in the national regulations, on condition it does not lead to hampering the efficacy of EU law, whether in the proceedings pending before such a court the prerequisites for practice constituting an abuse have been met. 103 The content of the decision indicates clearly that CJ applied the abuse test on the procedural basis within the insolvency law in the context of 
ABUSE OF PROCEDURAL RIGHTS UNDER REGULATION OF COUNCIL (EC) 44/2001 DATED 22 DECEMBER 2000 ON JURISDICTION AND THE RECOGNITION OF COURT DECISIONS AND ENFORCEMENT IN CIVIL AND COMMERCIAL CASES AND REGULATION OF EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND COUNCIL (EU) NO. 1215/2012 DATED 12 DECEMBER 2012 ON JURISDICTION AND RECOGNITION OF COURT DECISIONS AND ENFORCEMENT IN CIVIL AND COMMERCIAL CASES
Abuse of European procedural right in the scope of jurisdiction is mostly connected with the so-called trading in jurisdiction or more precisely 'obtaining jurisdiction under false pretenses' and torpedo actions. 105 The national jurisdiction is based on an assumption of granting the courts of a given state international jurisdiction to hear and settle a given case through jurisdictional norms. 106 Disregarding here wide discussion about the legal nature of the jurisdictional norm (substantive or relating to conflicts of law) 107 it should be stated that undeniably the priority element of these norms consists in jurisdictional connecting factors, namely those facts (relating to the person or the subject matter) which link the case to the territory of a given state. 108 Introduction of certain jurisdictional connecting factors per se will not always lead to autonomic and exclusive definition of competence areas of particular states. In a sense competitiveness of jurisdiction is always a natural condition. 109 There can be positive or negative jurisdictional conflicts. What is especially significant from the analysed point of view is the positive jurisdictional conflicts. A potential positive jurisdictional conflict in the form of multitude jurisdictional grounds which can be taken into account is connected with forum shopping. Forum shopping in a simplified version means petitioner's strategy consisting in trying to move the case from its 'natural forum (where he is established)' to be settled in 'the foreign forum' which is to guarantee a bigger chance of obtaining favourable decision or other benefits. 110 This manipulation, with preservation of certain conditions, is usually perceived negatively, in particular if it is connected with artificial creation of conditions contrary to the purpose of the regulation. 111 On the other hand, forum shopping per se does not have to be an abuse automatically. It is indicated that elimination of insecurity with respect to jurisdiction of the court of a given state is connected with the fact whether the selection of national jurisdiction allowing for the hearing of the case by court which from the parties' point of view is beneficial, is not undesired.
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In practice the abuse of forum shopping will have a limited scope, though. In principle, the freedom of choice of jurisdiction by the petitioner with respect to alternatively various courts having jurisdiction should not be limited only because the choice of jurisdiction is bound to have certain negative results. Such negative results should be qualified. Abuse in this context not always has to be treated as an exception.
113 Actions of the abuser should directly consist in acting against the legal norm or its circumvention, but also may be deemed inadmissible only if it leads to unlawful trading in grounds for national jurisdiction or in another way breaches good procedural practice. In the objective aspect we may deal with an abuse if trading in jurisdiction aims at dishonest or fraudulent obtaining of jurisdiction under false pretenses as a benefit of one of the parties, which contradicts the effect provided for by the legal norm or act 114 . In the subjective aspect an abuse of right takes place if as a result of trading in jurisdiction the party obtains unlawful personal benefit (taking into account the objective aspect, i.e. to the detriment of the other party and against the intended purpose of the norm) 115 . It means that in practice the abuse of forum shopping takes place each time in a given case when the freedom of choice of jurisdiction is not the real reason for taking advantage by the petitioner of the freedom of choice in the internal market and the choice of jurisdiction aims solely at harming the defendant and creating high costs to be paid by him in a way constituting a gross abuse or fraud. Domestic and International'(1989) One of the classic examples includes torpedo actions.
117 They originate from the situation where one party blocks, claiming lis pendens, a court action aimed at awarding benefit through earlier filing an action for determination of non-existence of the right 118 119 and from the way the lis pendens is regulated in European civil procedural law and interpretation of this institution. This issue was a subject of interest on the basis of the regulation No. 44/2001 and despite the changes it is still debated under regulation No. 1215/2012. The issue of torpedo actions appeared already in Brussels Convention and then regulation No. 44/2001 and was boiled down to applying a particular defence tactics consisting in blocking the action for awarding the benefit through earlier instigation of the action for determination. The action for determination was filed in such a state where it was the most favourable for the petitioner expecting to be sued (a potential defendant). On multiple occasions the aims of such actions analysed from the perspective of fair process in good faith were debatable, in particular if the aim was to postpone the award of the judgment awarding the benefit due to the expected length of the proceedings. It is because the blockade activated as mentioned above having usually the form of suspension of the proceedings may entail additional obstacles if the administration of justice in the state where the action was instigated earlier has the reputation of protracting proceedings.
120 Initiation of such an action in countries such as Italy or Belgium often led to the necessity of lengthy examination of jurisdiction. Pending the action determining jurisdiction, and if this issue is settled in a positive way, then till the end of the action as for the substance, the right held by the petitioner is in fact paralysed (about a year or more).
121 This situation took place mainly in actions instigated in Italy as well as Belgium. That is why this practice is called the Italian or the Belgian torpedo and is a very topical issue in the literature.
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In the European area we may observe dual activity. On the one hand, CJEU's case law on a case-to-case basis indicates which situations create obstacles in applying a given jurisdictional connecting factor provided for in the provision, both in case of multiple meanings of notions, as well as in case of multitude of grounds -if the aim is different than the one for which the right was granted (both if the application turns out to be fraudulent and when it leads to abuse of the right to which the petitioner is entitled). On the other hand, creation by the legislator of other specific legislation mechanisms aimed at protection against abuse of the right concerning jurisdiction, especially against the so-called malus forum shopping and torpedo actions is very typical.
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The subject of prohibition of abusing the right in the scope of jurisdiction in civil proceedings in civil and commercial matters has been discussed by the CJ since the 90s of the previous century. We can assume that in concreto the possibility of applying the jurisdictional norms defined in the decision is fortified with the limitation in the form of 'abuse of the grounds for court jurisdiction' which takes place if the application of such norms results from petitioner's manipulation with respect to vagueness of notions, multitude of grounds, contractual provisions, resulting in excluding the relation forming the subject matter of the proceedings from the jurisdiction of courts of a given state or triggering the instigation of the said proceedings in the courts of another member state which in lack of such manipulation would not be a competent body. Additionally, the action of the petitioner does not constitute taking advantage by him of the freedom in the internal market but is aimed exclusively at obtaining a private benefit connected with harming the defendant and generating high costs. The analysis of the case law includes all the cases in which CJ directly or indirectly in European civil procedural law referred to the so-called abuse of right. The CJ dealt with various abuses directly or indirectly taking the form of a widely defined abuse of right and they referred to both 'obtaining the jurisdictional grounds under false pretenses' as well as 'torpedo actions' .In this regard, the following cases should be mentioned: Mainschiffahrts-Genossenschaft eG (MSG) v. Les Gravières Rhénanes SARL. Montage AG v. Kiesel Baumaschinen Handels GmbH. 129 The same approach was continued in the subsequent decisions of CJ, in particular in the case of Axel Springer AG, Süddeutsche Zeitung GmbH, Verlag M. DuMont Schauberg Expedition der Kölnischen Zeitung GmbH & Co KG 130 oraz Solvay SA v. Honeywell Fluorine Products Europe BV et al. 131 Here we cannot ignore the influence of protraction of the proceedings in the action which was initiated as the first one on the obligation to respect the general lis pendens in the context of regulation no. 44/2001. In the decision concerning the case of Erich Gasser GmbH v. MISAT Srl, 132 the CJ expressed the opinion that it is not permissible to refrain from applying Art. 21 of the Brussels convention, which analogously must be applied to Art. 27 of the regulation No. 44/2001. When issuing the decision the CJ took a stance that the time priority principle shall apply even if the first action was initiated with a breach of the contract granting exclusive jurisdiction in a given case to courts of a different member state. The literature contains conflicting views though: in accordance with the first one this issue is presented as the clear rejection of the concept of abuse of procedural right. According to the second view, CJ in fact showed that two independent issues were touched upon in this case: interpretation of Art. 21 of the Regulation No. 44/2001 and abuse of procedural right. The CJ interpreted Art. 21 of Regulation No. 44/2001 and refrained from commenting on the second issue. It can be assumed that CJ did not reject the concept of civil procedural law but only refused to solve this problem. 133 What is more, it is suggested that CJ unintentionally led to the development of the tactic of malus forum shopping. 134 Taking into account Regulation No. 1215/2012 the discussion about abuse of procedural right is at an early stage. 135 One of the purposes of European legislator, while revising the regulation no. 44/2001, is to solve this problem and eliminate abuses. 136 There is a question whether the current regulation of the Regulation 1215/2012 eliminates the problem of abuse of European civil procedural right?
137 Undoubtedly the system of respecting litis alibi pendentis was upheld in regulation No. 1215 however in a slightly changed form. In the light of Art. 29(1) of Regulation No. 1215/2012, not breaching Art. 31(2) if before the courts of different member states actions are instigated for the same claim between the same courts, the court in which the action was instigated later shall ex officio suspend the proceedings till the jurisdiction is established of the court where the first action was instigated. In cases defined in Subs. 1, at the request of the court before which the dispute is pending, every other court in which the action was instigated, shall forthwith inform the first court when the action was instigated in it pursuant to Art. 32 (Art. 29(2) of the Regulation No. 1215/2012). If the jurisdiction of the court in which the action was instigated as the first one was established, the court in which the action was instigated later shall find lack of jurisdiction, as the first court has it (Art. 29(3) Regulation No. 1215/2012). If before courts of different member states actions are initiated which are related to each other, each court in which the action was initiated later may suspend the proceedings (Art. 30(1) of Regulation No. 1215/2012). If such actions are instituted in the first instance court, each court in which the action was instituted later may at the request of the party find that it has no jurisdiction if the court in which the action was instigated as the first one has jurisdiction over the cases and combination of cases is compliant with its law (Art. 30(2) of Regulation no. 1215/2012). As interpreted in this article, it is believed that such cases are related to each other if the bond between them is so close that it is advisable to hear them and settle them jointly in order to avoid the issuance of conflicting decisions in separate proceedings (Art. 30 (3) 147-151. 139 See point 22 of the preamble where it was found that: 'however, in order to enhance the effectiveness of contracts establishing exclusive jurisdiction and avoiding dishonest tactics in court proceedings, the exception from a general regulation concerning the instigation of actions shall be provided for in order to satisfactorily solve a particular case in which parallel actions may be instigated. It is a situation in which the action was instigated in the court not indicated in the exclusive jurisdiction contract and then in the dispute concerning the same claim and between the same parties an action was instigated in the court indicated in such a contract. In such a case the court in which the action was instigated as the first one shall suspend the proceedings when the action is instigated in the court indicated in the contract and till the said court finds that it has no jurisdiction pursuant to the exclusive jurisdiction contract. It is to guarantee that in this situation the court indicated in the contract has priority of deciding on the validity of the contract and the scope in which this contract applies to the dispute it is to hear. The court indicated in the contract shall be able to conduct the proceedings irrespective of the fact whether the court not indicated in the contract already decided to suspend the proceedings' . 140 See I Bergson, 'The death of the torpedo action? The practical operation of the Recast's reforms to enhance the protection for exclusive jurisdiction agreements within the European Union' (2015) 11 JPIL 6 et seq.
introduce an exception from lis pendens, doctrine if the actions pending are parallel in the court assigned in the jurisdictional contract and the court of another country than the country indicated in the jurisdictional clause. In this situation the priority is held by the court indicated in jurisdictional contract as pursuant to Art. 31(2) of Regulation No. 1215/2012, without breaching the provisions of Art. 26, if the action is instigated in the court of the member state which in the contract defined in Art. 25 was stated as having exclusive jurisdiction, every court of another member state shall suspend the proceedings till the court indicated in the contract does not find that it has no jurisdiction under such a contract. Also pursuant to Art. 31(2) of Regulation No. 1215/2012, if the court indicated in the contract found that is has jurisdiction pursuant to the contract, every court of another member state shall find that it has no jurisdiction to the benefit of this court. The newly introduced measure without any doubts offers the required protection in the scope of jurisdictional contracts as per the choice of the competent court in many situations occurring in case of parallel proceedings. 141 It seems that the solutions adopted in Art. 29 and Art. 31(2) of Regulation No. 1215/2012 do not eliminate fully the risk of the so-called Italian torpedo and forum running. It is because it refers only to jurisdictional contracts granting exclusive jurisdiction to hear a given case to a court selected by the parties. 143 Doubts and the risk of abuse arise in case of contracts indicating more than one jurisdiction. The so-called Italian torpedo is still possible in case of disputes arising from contractual relations where the parties did not agree on jurisdiction. What is more, it is still possible in case of prohibited acts and in every case in which the regulations allows for alternative possibility of selecting jurisdiction criteria. 144 The risk of abuse of procedural right still exists in particular in case of concluding contracts indicating more than one jurisdiction and existence of a few conflicting jurisdictional clauses in them. In such a case the mechanism under Art. 31 of Regulation No. 1215/2012 is excluded. It is clear that the mechanism introduced by Art.31(2) and Art. 31(3) of Regulation No. 1215/2012 is designed to operate only if there is only one clause concerning the exclusive jurisdiction and does not apply in cases in which more then one clause may apply. 145 Doubts will arise in case of hybrid or asymmetric clauses. It is possible that in case of extended contractual relations the claims of the parties will be included in the scope of not one, but a few jurisdictional clauses which may provide for jurisdiction of different courts. In such a situation conflicting jurisdictional clauses existing in the main and special contract will lead to parallelly instigated actions in courts of different countries. Due to the fact that point 22 of the preamble of the Regulation No. 1215/2012 directly excludes the situation referring to conclusion of conflicting contracts establishing exclusive jurisdiction from the regulation including the said measure under Art. 31(2) of Regulation No. 1215/2012, the general lis pendens shall apply. In other words it means that the general rule concerning instigation of the action applies in the said situation if the parties concluded conflicting contracts establishing exclusive jurisdiction. 146 Due to this fact it is necessary to contemplate the need for defining the notion of conflicting jurisdictional clauses, in particular in the context of the notion of exclusive jurisdiction, as well defining the competent court for determination which of the conflicting clauses applies and thinking of a special evidence standard to determine the existence of conflicting jurisdictional clauses.
In the context of abuse of right doubts are raised by Regulation in Art. of the Regulation No. 1215/2012 whether the provisions of which jurisdictions indicated by the parties shall decide on the validity of jurisdictional contract. Firstly, the issue of the so-called reverse torpedo arises. 147 This results from the fact that regulation of Art. 31(2) of Regulation No. 1215/2012 is applicable only if the action is instigated in the court designated in the contract. The existence of jurisdictional contract per se is not enough to stop the proceedings in the competitive court, and the sense of the provision is up to date only if the action in the action in the court designated in the contract is instigated as the second action -otherwise for such a court the general time priority rule suffices to exercise jurisdiction. 148 However, it means that tactically through using forum shopping it is possible to instigate initial proceedings before the preferred court, invoking the existence of jurisdictional contract in this court, indicating Art. 32(2) of Regulation No. 1215/2012, and to force the defendant to initiate defense. In practice, the risk of such reverse torpedo may be minimized depending on the national regulation; however, if there were cynical grounds for invoking jurisdiction under art. 25 of the Regulation, then such a step may be regarded as infringing the procedural law and penalized in the form of costs of the proceedings. 149 It means however nonelimination of abuse of malus forum shopping. 150 Pursuant to the wording of Art. 25 of Regulation No. 1215/2012, the validity of jurisdictional contract shall be assessed under the legal provisions of the court of the member state selected by parties in the contract. This regulation is confirmed also in point 20 of preamble to the Regulation. It means that the issue of existence of conflicting jurisdictional clauses should be analysed in the court in which the action was instigated as the first one. The logic of lis pendens principle consists in full trust, namely in designation of the court into which the case was filed as first, to determine its jurisdiction. 151 As a consequence, it seems inevitable for the first court to assess the validity, and perform the full analysis of jurisdictional arguments of the parties as for existence of the main contract and special contracts and their provisions. It often means the necessity to hold evidence proceedings, which may make the proceedings lengthy. One of the ways to prevent such delay would be to impose a certain evidenciary standard for assessing the allegations concerning the existence of jurisdictional clause to achieve effect of lis pendens rule. Currently there are no such consolidated standards. The issue of compliance with national evidenciary standards with Brussells regime was decided by CJEU in its decision concerning the case of Shevill. 152 It means that particular member states will always have other standards concerning taking evidence, in particular for examining the allegations on existence of jurisdictional clause to achieve the effect of lis pendens rule. 153 We should also consider whether the court indicated as the second one has to suspend the proceedings till decision is taken by the court in which the action was instigated as first. If only one exclusive jurisdiction exists, lis pendens rule under Art. 29(1) of the Regulation No. 1215/2012 orders to do so. It is debatable, however, if the suspension obligation exists also in situations in which existence of conflicting clauses is questioned. The court in which the action was initiated as the second one may in a different way perceive the existence of competing clauses granting jurisdiction than the court in which the action was started as the first one. There may be a specific situation in which the challenged clause may not exist and in reality there is only one jurisdictional clause, which makes the court in which the action was started as the second one, the only jurisdictionally selected court. From the perspective of the court in which the action was initiated as the second one, the case could be subject to mechanism ofArt. 31(2) of Regulation no. 1215/2012 and then the general rule of lis pendens would not apply. Taking into account the interpretation as for the purpose, the second court could take a stance that there are no grounds for waiting for the decision of the court in which the action initiated as the first one, as the purpose of using the measure under Art. 31(2) of Regulation no. 1215/2012 was exactly the protection of important jurisdictional clauses in such situations. The argument of conflicting clauses should be taken into account irrespective of the existence of a lower or higher evidentiary standard. This would result in the situation where implementation of the first procedure would not delay the procedure in the selected court, but on the other hand, a risk of conflicting decisions and breaching the mutual trust principle would be higher.
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. Wherefore, the definitive statement that the threat of so-called Italian torpedo is eliminated is significantly exaggerated. 155 In the context of the rule under Art. 29 of Regulation No. 1215/2012 a situation is possible in which there will be conflicting exclusive jurisdiction contracts with an assumption on the identity of subject matter and individuals. 156 This may result in the fact that although claims can be related to each other, they may not have the same facts as grounds (especially if the facts are complicated) or legal basis (even in the scope of widely defined requirement for their identity) 157 or even the so-called identity of purposes (the purpose of the action) suggested as peculiar remedy). 158 For example, the parties may conclude the framework contract together with executive contracts. Those contracts may include various jurisdictional clauses which separately ensure that each dispute arising from the current framework contract and executive contract shall be settled by specific other courts. Substantive demands of the parties should be probably analysed as breaching substantive clauses of each of the contracts. However, if the jurisdictional clauses were formulated narrowly, they would include only claims provided for in the contract to which they relate. Each of the party would have to rely on separate contacts both from the jurisdictional and substantive perspective. In this situation actions could often be based on separate contracts, and in consequence, relate to other procedural claims (of course assuming a specific concept of procedural claim). 159 The issue of jurisdiction would have to be assessed in two stages. At the first stage the court should find what is the subject matter of each of the parallel proceedings, based on its own law to determine the subject of the process and on the foreign law with respect to the foreign process. At the second stage lex fori should be decisive. 160 Although there is no clear decision of CJEU in this aspect, it should be supposed that there will not be identity as to the subject matter in case of claims only related to each other, and, as a consequence, they will not be subject to the general rule of lis pendens and the said measure may not be applicable.
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Another issue is whether application of the measure provided for by Art. 31(2) of Regulation No. 1215/201 will apply with respect to the so-called complex clauses, in particular asymmetric ones. It is possible to apply more complex clauses (contracts), and in particular asymmetric clauses (contracts) (so-called one-direction, unilateral ones). 162 Those contracts (clauses) are common in certain branches, such as e.g. banking law. They are characterized by the fact that in an uneven, asymmetric way they shape the jurisdiction, in particular imposing on one party the obligation to submit the petition in one specific court (e.g. by the borrower) but they give numerous options to the other party (e.g. bank) which is then entitled to instigate the proceedings in various jurisdictions. 163 Complex clauses, in particular such as asymmetric clauses, are connected with a number of problems in the context of lis pendens rule due to the doubts about the possibility of classifying asymmetric jurisdictional contracts as exclusive jurisdiction contracts. In such a case there is a question whether the measure under art. 31(2) of Regulation No. 1215/2012 is applicable to such asymmetric clauses. There are three approaches to this issue. 164 According to the first view prorogation contract (or clause) including the establishment of exclusive jurisdiction assumes establishment of jurisdiction only of one specific court, and any other prorogation contract (or clause) granting jurisdiction to more than one court cannot be deemed exclusive. 165 Such interpretation will result in an assumption that asymmetric jurisdictional contracts in any way cannot be treated as exclusive jurisdiction contracts. So Art. 31(2) of Regulation No. 1215/2012 is not applicable to jurisdiction contracts indicating more than one jurisdiction, then each time the general rule of lis pendens shall apply.
The second approach assumes that the assessment whether we deal with exclusive jurisdiction contract in case of asymmetric contracts (clauses) shall be defined from the perspective of each of the parties in isolation from others. Asymmetric contract has, so as to say, double character and may include, on the one hand, exclusive jurisdiction defining one exclusive court for each party and nonexclusive one, defining for the other party e.g. two courts. From this perspective the clause having jurisdiction of the 'court where to sue' may be exclusive although the court is different depending on who instigated the proceedings, of course subject to Art. 17 of Regulation No. 1215/2012 with respect to weaker parties. 166 Third interpretation assumes that the meaning of the notion of exclusivity of jurisdictional contract consists only in the fact that prorogation contract excludes jurisdiction of some courts. From this point of view the number of courts which were granted jurisdiction in prorogation contract is not important, crucial is only that their jurisdiction excludes jurisdiction of other court(s) which would have jurisdiction. Applying this definition, asymmetric clauses could be also deemed exclusive clauses, including the clauses included in banking contracts for the bank. 167 To sum up, depending on the assumed concept, if the jurisdictional clause (contract) is outside the scope of application of Art. 31(2) of Regulation No. 1215/2012, the general rule of lis pendens shall apply. However, in case of applying a new measure, all the nondesignated courts will have to suspend the proceedings till any of the designated courts in which the action was instigated dismisses the action and finds to have no jurisdiction over it. As a consequence, there may arise a problem of abuse of civil procedural right. 168 Besides the said situations, grounds for establishing malus forum shopping still may have its source, for example in multiple meaning (vagueness) of notions used in the provisions on jurisdiction defining jurisdictional connecting factors, in multiplicity of jurisdictional grounds, which may happen e.g. in case of cumulation of general and special jurisdiction grounds (Art. 9-11, Art. 
CONCLUDING REMARKS
At the current stage of development there is no simple transposition of the issue of legal interest on the institution of abuse of procedural right; undeniably, the lack of current and real interest, with the assumption of fulfillment of other prerequisites, may be contemplated in categories of abuse of right by the court under ius dicere. In the Polish law it is not sufficient to analyse this phenomenon solely in the sphere of procedural locus standi and there must be the interest in taking a specific step. The lack of interest itself is not sufficient, as there must be the awareness of the party taking the step as to its inadmissibility and intention to harm the other party, as e.g. in case of fictitious actions. In the European area it is additionally necessary to create methodology and general approach to abuse of right in European civil proceedings and finding compromising approach towards understanding of the notion of the interest in Roman and Germanic law systems. And because application and development of the law due to lack of procedural fairness and good faith is rather difficult to verify and to define, the advantage of adopting admissibility of a separate international institution of abuse of procedural right would lie in the possibility of applying a universal approach towards abuse of procedural right in all member states, which would mean that each court of the member state would apply the same standard of the test. Finally, the alternative use of exclusively national concepts of abuse of procedural right cannot be continued. It can be assumed that confirmation of the existence of the abuse of European procedural right in a given case would require existence of objective and subjective factors. Firstly, in terms of the objective factor, this requires so that the overall objective circumstances could indicate that despite formal respect for regulations provided for in European civil procedure regulations, the purpose of the procedural step resulting from a given procedural norm was not achieved. Secondly, such determination requires also a subjective factor, namely that overall objective factors would imply that the main purpose of a given procedural step was to gain unlawful benefit in a blatant way contradicting good practice to the detriment of the other party.
